
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION J 

APPROVED: 

AGENDA TITLE: Resolution to support the passage of Proposition 26, “The Majority Rule Act for 
Smaller Classes, Safer Schools and Financial Accountability” that is scheduled for 
the March 7, 2000 election. 

MEETING DATE: January 19,2000 

PREPARED BY: Community Development Director 

d ccOOOl doc 0 1 /12/00 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council support the passage of Proposition 26. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Proposition 26 will lower the voting requirement for passage of 
local school bonds from two-thirds majority to a simple majority 
and change existing law regarding charter school facilities. 

Voting Requirement for Passage of Local School Bonds 

This proposition allows (1) school facilities bond measures to be approved by a majority (rather than 
two-thirds) of the voters in local elections and (2) property taxes to exceed the current 1 percent limit in 
order to repay the bonds. 

This majority vote requirement would apply only if the local bond measure presented to the voters 
includes: 

A requirement that the bond funds can be used only for construction, rehabilitation, equipping of 
school facilities, or the acquisition or lease of real property for school facilities. 

A specific list of school projects to be funded and the school board certifies it has evaluated safety, 
class size reduction, and information technology needs in developing the list. 

A requirement that the school board conduct annual, independent financial and performance audits 
until all bond funds have been spent to ensure that the bond funds have been used only for the 
projects listed in the measure. 

Charter School Facilities 

This proposition requires each local K-12 school district to provide charter schools facilities sufficient to 
accommodate the charter school’s students. The district, however, would not be required to spend its 
general discretionary revenues to provide these facilities for charter schools. The district, however, could 
choose to use these or other revenues--including state and local bonds. 
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The proposition also provides that: 

The facilities must be reasonably equivalent to the district schools that these students would 
otherwise attend. 
The district may charge the charter school for its facilities. 
A district may decline to provide facilities for a charter school with a current or projected enrollment of 
fewer than 80 students. 

Staff believes this proposition should be supported. I have provided as an attachment, a list of frequently 
asked questions and answers along with the current list of supporters. 

FUNDING: None required 

Konradt Bartlam 
Community Development Director 

KB/lw 

Attachments 
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Why reduce the current two-thirds vo te  requirement to  pass local school 
bonds? 

What are California's school facil i ty needs? ; 

Does the initiative provide any safeguards t o  ensure that the  money 

derived from local school bonds is  spent properly? 

Won't Proposition 1 A  provide the  necessary dollars for school facility 

improvements? 

Are charter schools included? 

What provisions are included in the  in i t iat ive for charter schools? 

Why wil l this init iative be successful if a previous measure to do roughly 

the same thing failed in 19931 

Will this initiative creare new costs? 

Are school bonds the best way t o  go7 

Would California be alone in el iminat ing the  supermajority for local school 
bonds? 

How many bonds have been at tempted in recent California 

History? 

~- _ _  ~ _____ 
~ ~- ~~ - 

~~ 
- ~~~ - __ 

Why reduce the current two-thirds vote requirement t o  pass local school bonds? 

0 

0 

-11s initiative makes it easier :o nvesrrne-r in  our kids' education. 

California is one of a few states :-a: YCLI re  a :wo-thirds majority vote for 'ocal 

S:hool bonds. This unfair requi remew t e a k s  our kids in dilapidated, s e v e e v  
wercrowded facilities. 

:Ie Teed to pass this ini t iat ive 55 'we :an t x rend  the class size reduction c n g r a m  

:3 ail California public school StUdeits. 

-?is initiative will put the cower 10 _;eci3e ocal school funding back in the ?and5 

3 i  the majority o f  voters while ensurtng 5 - a  accountability for every doiiar 
;Dent. 

+as wil l  be better prepared for :he 2:': :.e-:ury. Bond funds can be used :D 

9rovide technology for our schools. H n i C  ZLrrently rank dead last among m e  50 
,,dies in computers per srudent. 

0 

0 

0 

-.- 
What are California's school facility needs?  

i a l f  o f  California s school buildirgs 3re T C ~ P  than 30 years old, and rnanv 3re in 

ierious disrepair Kids will be Sarer 2nd 7e;r th ier  wnen old, dilapidated bullcings 
=re renovated or replaced 

Zalifornia ranks dead last among ' r e  rif?/ r a c e s  in pupils per instructional 

zsmputer 
School crowding leopardizes sarerf m a  -c-?ases supervision and behavior 

2roblerns Serious injury can resuit f - im a.;,ng schools that do not meet 
earthquake or flood zone standards 

'.lore than two million California s i u a e n s  at tend classes in temporary trailers 

Does the  initiative provide any safeguards to ensure that the money derived from 
local school bonds is spent properly? 

0 'es. The "Let's Fix Our Schools- mi t ia twe ?as strict accountability measures for  

every dollar spent writ ten r ight into .t. ?IS guarantees that voters will get n h a t  
:ney pay for and that  every penny of bond money is spent on public schml 
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facilities and not on administrat ive - lanes o r  operating expenses 

Under the measure's provisions voters  will receive a list of projects to  b e  Funded 
by each bond measure, and school 21sincts will be requlred to obtain an annual, 
independent audit to ensure tha t  al l  ?rolectS get done on t ime and on budget. 

This initiative returns control o f  s c h m l  construction to local voters - as opposed 

to the Sacramento bureaucraw 

The initiative itself does not  inc-ease 2rJperty taxes Bonds must  meet  s t rnpen t  

tests and still must be passed by  ~ 0 I e - s  

0 

0 

0 

W o n ' t  Proposi t ion 1 A  prov ide  t h e  necessary d o l l a r s  f o r  school fac i l i ty  
i m p r o v e m e n t s ?  

0 Droposition i A ,  approved by  t n e  ve:err :r California in  1998, is a step m :he i g h t  

direction. I t  provides state mat:-ttns - - a s .  but  only if local districts can ;ass 
bonds with an unreasonable P.\e-:?i?:s '.ote. This unfair requirement leaves zur  
kids in severely overcrowded, Jl lac,S2teJ facilities 

:his initiative will make it eas.er :o -Lest in our kids' education while el lsunng 

strict accountability for every dol lar s x n t .  

0 

A r e  c h a r t e r  schools inc luded? 

0 Yes. Charter public schools are dn -::?ant, growing part of the Cal i fov ia  cuol ic 

school system. All  public scho i l  a i i - e i  should have the cnance to learn ,n safe 
and adequate buiidings. 

W h a t  prov is ions a r e  i nc luded  in t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  for c h a r t e r  schools? 

0 -he measure provides that  all <,as - 1 ~ 3 l i c  schools will benefit because ~UDIIC 

znarter school students are e m t ' e c  12 -acilities that  are equitable to those 
provided to other public schcoi s:-ce-~. 

W h y  will this in i t ia t ive b e  success fu l  if a p r e v i o u s  m e a s u r e  to do r o u g h l y  the same 
thing fa i led in 1993) 

0 ?rooosition 170,  wnicn failed :assafe i :593 did not have the same ?roao. 

based support that this ini t iat ive "as -"is initiative is supported by a 3roao 2nd 
diverse coalition of teac iers  zarer? z&iness leaders, police and other 2uC11c 
safety organizations, children s aa'ri:?zy groups and labor organizations 3 a u s e  
'5ey Know that good schools 2-e --? r i n d a t i o n  for a healthy, growing ec3rOmy 

;n  addition. c ass size reduct on ?as I - z i i cced  an urgent and undeniaoie "e-3 for 

new classrooms to replace trat evs 2 - c  :id dilapidated classrooms 

0 

W i l l  this in i t ia t ive create n e w  cos ts?  

0 '40 This initiative will merely 3 rowc t  1 zetter 3ppor tun iv  for the malonty  31 

ocal voters to invest In the i r  c ia5  Y-:ation This initiative itself would Pot  

ncrease any taxes 

A recent poll found that  more  '?a7 -3 :e-cent of California voters are ,villing to 

n a k e  a n  additional irves:nePt n Y - C ~ C  on ahile ensuring greater acCsuntaollity 
'or every dollar spent 

0 

A r e  schoo l  bonds t h e  b e s t  w a y  to go? 

0 The majority of California vo:ers 2e ~ ' i e  *hat bonds are the most approciriate way 

to fund long-term projects, eszecia v -e ia i r ing classrooms and reducing sOwl 
overcrowding They also firrri,{ 5e ieie n the concept of malori ty ruie 3n this 
ssue 

W w l d  Cali fornia b e  a lone  in e l i m i n a t i n g  the the superma jo r i t y  for loca l  XhOOl 
b o n d s ?  

0 No. California is one of t he  feet state, 13 require a two-thirds vote for iccal school 

oonds. 
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How many bonds have been attempted in recent California History? 

8 

0 Since 1986, 771 local school bonds have been attempted Of these, 417, or 54% 

passed, 312, or 40%. failed yet  receved over 50% of the vote. 42 received less 
than 50% of the vote Seven hunored twenfy-six bonds received over 5006 of the 
vote constituting 94% of the total -;umber of bonds attempted since 1986. 
Eased on EdSource information wrm dpddtes  from Fall 1999 provtded by pmp 26 
campaign staff 

0 1 / 1 2/2000 
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Bus i ne s s 

.4ccel Partners 
ALZA Pharmaceuticals 
.\MD 
American Electronics Association ( 1.400 high-tcch 
companies) 
Apple Computers 
A4ssociated General C ocrractors of California 
Black Business Association 
California Association far Local Economic 
Development 
California Association af Rsaltors 
California Building Indiustr\ Association 

9 California Business AAllhncc 
0 California Business for Education Excellence 

California Business PrGFenies Association 
0 California Business Rcundtable 

California Chamber of Commerce 
California Council for En\ ironmental & Economic 
Balance 
California Manufacturers -Association 

0 California Public Sscui-irics Association 
0 California Retailers -Association 

Cisco Systems. Inc. 
Cloverdale Chamber of Commerce 
Consumer Federation c.; California 
Daiy City-Colma Chamber of Chamber 
eBay. Inc. 
Fresno Hispanic C h a m k r  of Commerce 
Glendora Chamber of Cammerce 
Hewlett-Pxkard C ompan: 

0 Hispanic Chamber af Commerce ofklonterey 

Hispanic Chamber of CJmmerce of Orange County 
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce of Santa Clara 

Home Ownership .Ad.. ancsment Foundation 
Irvine Compant 
Latin Business Associaion 
Latino Chamber of Commerce of Santa Cruz 
C o un t 4' 
Lightspan Partnership 
Lockheed Martin Corpra t ion  
Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce 
Quantum Corporation 
Rancho Cucamonga Chamber of Commerce 
Reduood Cit>- San \late0 Chamber of Commerce 
Sacramento Asian-Pacific Chamber of Commerce 
Salinas Valley Chamber of Commerce 
San Benito Count: Hispanic Chamber of 

Count)i 

Count) 
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Commerce 
San Diego County Black Chamber of Commerce 
San Diego Count), Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
San Jose/Silicon Valle! Chamber of Commerce 
San Marino Chamber of Coiiimerce 
Santa iblonica Chamber of Commerce 
Silicon Valley Manufxruring Group 
Sunnyvale Chamber 01' Ccninierce 
Technology Netmork 
The East Los Xngele.; Community Union 
(TELACU) 
Vallejo Chamber of Cc'lnnierce 
NILINX 

Children and Education 

Alameda Education Fcundation 
.Issociation of California Community College 
.Administrators 
.Association of California School Administrators 
Association of Califom3 School Administrators 
Region XV 
Association of California Crban School Districts 
Association for the Irn?rilx crnent of Secondar]. 
Education 
;\ssociation of Lon  11-xil-h Schoois 
Association of Mesicm .L7lerican Educators 
California Association fcr :he Gifted 
California Association cf School Psq chologists 
California Association of Suburban School Districts 
California Association cf Teachers of English ro 
Speakers of Other Languages 
Children NOW 
California Continuatien Education Ahsociation 
Caii fornia Count! Supin tendents  Educational 
Services Association 
C a1 i fo rnia F ac u 1 t y 
California Retired Tesshcs  .Association 
California School Bozrds Association 
California School L i b r q  .Association 
California School Ernplo? ?es Association 
California School Nursss Organization 
California Speech-Larqsige-Hearing Association 
California State Board cf Education 
California State PTA 
California Teachers .Asscciation 
Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice 
Children's -Ad\ ocac] Insrirute 
Children's Defense Fznd 
Children's Network Cwnci l  of Solano County 
Coalition for Adequats School Housing 
C omniuni t v C o 11 e oe F ac i i i tv C oal i t ion 

s s c c i a t i o n 

The Colle$ Board 
The California State I--ni\-crsity 
Community College League of California 
County School Facilir,- Consortia 

- 
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Faculty Association of California Community 
Colleges 

0 Kids in Common 
0 McCarthy Brothers Company/ Education Sen-ices 

Group 
Mt. Olive Lutheran Prss-chool 
Small School Districts -Association 
United Teachers Los Angeles (UTLA) 

0 University of California 

Health 

0 California Physicians -4iliance 
0 California biurses .\sociation 

Labor 

American Federation of State. County, and 
Municipal Emplo) ses 
California Association of Professional Scientists 
California Conference Board - Amalgamated 
Transit Union 
California State Councii of Hotel and Restaurant 
Employees 
California State Counci  of Service Emploq ees 
California State Emplo? ees Association, Locai 
i 000. SEIU. AFL-CIO 

0 California State Pipes Trades Council 
California Union of Safe? Employees 
Cement Masons Local 600 
Communication U-orkcs  of *America Local 9503 
District Council of Iron 'A-orkers of the State of 
California & Vicinin 
Engineering & Ltiliries Contractors Association 
Engineers & Scientists of California Local 20 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Local Union 100 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Local Union 44 1 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Local Union 639 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Ninth District 
Yorthern California Carpenters Regional Council 
Plumbers and Fitters Local Union 346 
Plumbers UA Locai Cnion 393 

0 Professional Enginzers in California Government 
San Jose Newspaper Guild' CWA Local 39098 
Santa Clara & San Bsnito Counties Building & 
Construction Trades Council 
Service Employees Inrzmational Union Local 660 
(Los Angeles) 
Sheet Metal Workers Local Union 108 
Southern Ca l i fomiaTa  ada Regional Council of 
Carpenters 
Southern California Pipe Trades District 16 

IFPTE (AFL-CIO) 
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0 State Building and Construction Trades Council of 
California. AFL-CIO 

0 United Association of Plumbers & Pipefitters Local 
Union 230 

0 United Auto Workers Region 5 
United Food & Conini~xcisl ‘;\-orkers Local 770 

Local Government 

California State &socislion of Counties 
League of California Cities 
San Francisco Board of Suprn.isors 

Public ‘Community Interest 

ACCION S m  Diego 
0 .AAW 
0 American Association c7f C-ni\-ersity Women of 

California 
0 Barristers Club of San Frmcisco 
0 Bar Association of San Francisco 

California Common Cast 
California Council of Chuchesi’Church IMP-\CT 
California National Orpnization of Women 
(California NOW) 

0 Center for Public Intei2st La\\ 
Chinese American Council of Sacramento 
Coalition for Rural Pueelos Economic 
Development 
Congress of California Seniors 

0 Gray Panthers of Los .Inge!es 
Greenlining Institute i q r c s e n t s  over 50 ethnic 
organizations) 

0 League of African-AmsScan Voters 
League of Women Voters of California 
Lutheran Office of Pueiic Policy 
National Taxpayers’ .Alliance 
Yational Association of Social U’orkers - 
California Chapter 
hlexican American Political .Association 
Planning and Consen arion League 
Sacramento Civil Rishts X;st\\ork 

0 Public Safety 
California .:\ssociation of Highway Patrolmen 
California State Fireiightcs -Association 
San Diego City Fire Fighters 
California Organizaticn of Police and Sheriffs 
(COPS’, 
California Professional Firefighters 
Peace Officers Research -Association of California 
(POR-IC) 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2000-10 

WHEREAS, more than two million California students attend class in temporary facilities, and the 
state must build six new classrooms every day if it is going to accommodate the quickly growing student 
population; and 

WHEREAS, without significant new construction and modernization, existing schools will not be 
ready to handle the estimated 300,000 additional students over the next seven years; and 

WHEREAS, at a time when California families want safer schools, more class size reduction, and 
better access to 21" century learning tools like computers and the Internet, we need to ensure that local 
school districts have the funds to create classroom environments that help students learn; and 

WHEREAS, last year voters passed Proposition l A ,  a $9.2 billion statewide bond to provide state 
matching funds for local school facilities construction and improvements; and 

WHEREAS, school districts can only receive Proposition 1A state bond funds if they can generate 
matching funds through local bonds; and 

WHEREAS, local school bonds require a two-thirds vote to pass, forcing many districts to run 
numerous campaigns; and 

WHEREAS, this initiative would amend the California Constitution and Education Code to allow 
passage of critically needed local school bonds with a simple majority of 50 percent plus one, rather than 
the current two-thirds vote required, while holding local school districts strictly accountable for prudent and 
responsible spending; and 

WHEREAS, a local school bond in Lodi Unified School District recently received 61.9 percent, but 
failed passage due to the two-thirds vote requirement for local school bonds; and 

WHEREAS, the local school bond in Lodi Unified School District would have passed with a simple 
majority of 50 percent plus one, but the two-thirds vote requirement prevented the will of the majority of 
voters from being heard, and denied our children the chance to enjoy a positive learning environment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Lodi supports the 
passage of Proposition 26, the "Majority Rule Act for Smaller Classes, Safer Schools and Financial 
Accountability," and encourages California voters to approve this Proposition on March 7, 2000. 

I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2000-10 was passed and adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Lodi in a regular meeting held January 19, 2000 by the following vote: 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS - Hitchcock, Land, Pennino and Mann (Mayor) 

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS - Nakanishi 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS - None 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS - None 

ALICE M. REIMCHE 
City Clerk 

2000-1 0 


